Introduction
Issues of definition and boundary-setting have preoccupied the field of human resource development (HRD) in recent years. The necessity of identifying the disciplinary and theoretical foundation is an essential requirement for a field seeking to develop and mature in new and exciting ways. The importance of a strong theoretical base for HRD is emphasized by Turnbull (2002) who argues that without good theory, applied fields, such as human resource development would be impoverished domains. Likewise, Holton (2003) argues that there exists a need to explore alternative and new paradigms of HRD. Indeed, while it is broadly acknowledged that a strong foundation is required for the future development of the field, there exists little consensus on what disciplines and theories should contribute to this foundation. This paper aims to take stock of the development of the field of HRD. It adopts a Delphi methodology to examine the following five issues: The search for disciplinary bases for HRD, the historical milestones of HRD, the constituent components of HRD, significant contributions to HRD (in terms of journal articles and books) and the future for HRD. The paper seeks the views of subject-matter experts [i.e. past and present members of the editorial boards of Human
Resource Development Quarterly (HRDQ), Human Resource Development International (HRDI), Human Resource Development Review (HRDR) and Advances in Developing Human
Resources (ADHR)] on each of the five issues. The paper aspires to building a greater consensus among the HRD community on these important issues central to the development of the field.
The Search for Disciplinary Bases
HRD has long been considered a field with an interdisciplinary foundation (Chalofsky 2004 ). The identification of its disciplinary foundation however has proved problematic. As Megginson et al. (1993) noted the "fog factor" arising from the different perceived meanings associated with key concepts, such as discipline, has inhibited clarity and agreement on the disciplinary and thus theoretical foundation of HRD. Providing conceptual clarity, Kuchinke (2001) maintains that there exists five disciplines in the physical and social sciences (namely economics, psychology, sociology, anthropology and political science) that may be divided into sub-disciplines (social psychology, industrial/organizational psychology) from where applied social science fields such as HRD are derived.
The disciplinary foundation of HRD is essential in providing an important platform from which to develop research and practice in HRD. Grieves and Redman (1999) posit that one of the problems with HRD is that it is an umbrella term giving rise to multiple connotations. Consequently, they argue that the role of the HRD practitioner lacks precision because it has not yet captured its underlying disciplinary roots. Likewise, Passmore (1997) argues that HRD is an applied field which finds its origins in the need for applications and solutions to workplace problems and not in theory. However, he argues that there exists a definite need to discover and document the disciplinary bases of HRD. He argues that disciplines provide a way of seeing problems, issues and opportunities that have broadly understood and accepted theoretical and empirical underpinnings.
Several metaphors (see Table 1 ) have been advanced in the literature to emphasize a particular view of the disciplinary grounding of HRD and/or the constructivist approach to HRD.
This approach highlights the evolving changeable nature of HRD endowing the field with flexibility to adapt to new environments and surroundings. It also signals that HRD is not a fixed entity and is capable of embracing new disciplines as the need arises. Swanson (1995 Swanson ( , 1999 Three-Legged stool Each leg represents a main foundation of HRD (economics, psychology, systems theory) Willis (1997) Downstream River The "HRD river" has evolved so completely as to be distinct from its contributing upstream tributaries (adult education, instructional design and performance technology, business and economics, sociology, cultural anthropology, organization theory, communications, philosophy, axiology, human relations) Lee (1998) Clover HRD as the integration of theory, practice and being in a diverse, dynamic, eclectic and vibrant community McLean (1998) Octopus HRD finds its roots in many varied disciplines and is a living, evolving construct, composed of, but not limited to systems theory, economics, psychology, organizational development, anthropology, sociology and speech communications Grieves and Redman (1999) Wagon train HRD as a linear journey through time and space, yet experiencing periods of uncertainty, struggle and confusion Lee (2001) Heraclitus HRD is a changeable, emergent construct McGoldrick et al. (2001) Hologram HRD has a multi-layered context that is subject to constant flux Walton (2003) Theatre Performance as part of a coherent dramabased gestalt for HRD
The identification of disciplinary bases has important implications for the future development of HRD. Passmore (1997) argues that the lack of clarity regarding the disciplinary bases of HRD has been costly and is leading to the loss of respect for the field among practitioners. Likewise, Evarts (1998) argues that the failure to incorporate all of the appropriate disciplinary bases by relying on particular disciplinary base will lead to the development of a short-lived badly integrated and ineffective field. Therefore, the achievement of consensus regarding the disciplinary bases of the field is necessary to imbue the field with a clear distinct identity which sets it apart from related fields and empowers the development of grounded practices and procedures. Kuchinke (2000) argues that academic norms, expectations and reward systems will have a large amount of influence over the decision about which disciplinary bases to draw upon.
Despite interest in the literature towards identifying the disciplinary bases of HRD, there exists reluctance to rigorously defining the field of HRD and the roles associated with it. Lee (2001) argues that HRD is indefinable and to attempt to define it is only to serve the political and social needs of the minute. She maintains that HRD will never be, but is in a perpetual state of becoming. Watkins and Marsick (1992) argue that some attempts to define the field have been informed by a behavioristic view of practice and a reductionistic bias. They suggest that the work of HRD practitioners does not fall neatly into three of the eleven roles identified by McLagan and that a practice-based definition which provides a vision for the field of HRD is required.
Historical Milestones for HRD
There exists little agreement in the literature regarding the true historical genesis of HRD.
Moreover, there exists a paucity of contributions in the English language literature regarding the historical development of HRD outside the USA and UK. Hanson and McLean (2002) argue that the field of HRD has not done a very good job in capturing its own history. Alagaraja and Dooley (2003) argue that the diverse nature of HRD allows it to seek pivotal points in history to explain its emergence as an interdisciplinary field. They trace the historical emergence of HRD to the work of the toolmaker in constructing human axes leading to the development of agriculture and animal husbandry in the era 5 million to 3000 BC. Likewise, Swanson and Holton (2001) trace the history of HRD from the advent of Greek and Roman civilizations.
Several contributions have focused on more contemporary influences on the emergence of HRD as a field of study. Ruona (2001) In the UK, Lee and Stead (1998) identify the post Second World War era as pivotal to the development of HRD as it marked a period of reflection on the relationship between the UK and the rest of Europe, an organizational realization of a competitive society, an individual realization of social class and an appreciation that achievement through shared responsibility was more fulfilling than financial incentive. They suggest that following postwar structuralization, the two movements of free-market entrepreneurialism and new labour resocialization are strongly tied to the emergence and growth of HRD and to particular versions of HRD.
Constituent Components of HRD
There exists no definitive view of what constitutes HRD (Stewart & McGoldrick 1996) .
The absence of a clear understanding and consensus on the constituent components of HRD has resulted in a wide diversity of perspectives on the precise make-up of HRD. Woodall et al. Grieves and Redman (1999) do not distinguish the constituent components of HRD, but rather look at the central characteristics of HRD and what HRD is designed to achieve: firstly, they argue that HRD is a strategic intervention which facilitates competitive advantage by helping the organization cope with change processes, competitive markets and turbulent business environments. Second, they maintain that HRD involves a devolvement of responsibility to line management. Third, they argue that HRD involves a new attitude and motivation towards training. This involves a transition from dependence to independence, from passive reactive learning to active and proactive learning and from single event learning to continual lifelong learning. Finally, they argue that HRD proscribes a greater emphasis on the workplace rather than the classroom as the center for learning.
Future of HRD
Much has been written about the future of HRD and the challenges facing the discipline.
Broadly speaking, the main thrust of contributions in this area has emphasized the importance of keeping the field relevant, adopting a more strategic focus, embracing the technological revolution and measuring the contribution of HRD to organizational performance. For their part, Gold et al. (2002) argue that increasing levels of economic activity based upon information and knowledge will shape the future landscape for the practice of HRD. They argue that HRD can continue to play a credible and useful role in organizations by understanding the tensions, the contradictions and their own propensity to add value to the development of the practice of others.
McGoldrick et al. (2002) identify four themes, which they argue are likely to influence future research in the field of HRD. First, they argue that HRD has an important role to play in management and leadership development. In particular, they suggest that the notion of management competencies and the development of models predicting future skills needs is especially relevant. Second, they maintain that the links between HRD strategies and business strategies and performance need to be clearly elucidated in the context of increasing globalization and change. Third, they posit that HRD has a pertinent role in the design and organization of work and work processes at the level of the enterprise. Finally, they argue that HRD should focus on individually based topics, such as employment strategies, career development, work identity and gender differences. identify five challenges facing HRD in the future. First, they argue that HRD needs to adopt a more high-profile presence in organizations and be recognized for its contribution to the bottom line. Presently, they maintain that HRD is poorly represented in leadership positions and suffers from inadequate resources fuelling its undervalued status in organizations. Second, they argue that there is a strong need for the profession to demonstrate return on investment. They posit that this inability to evaluate training effectiveness is inhibiting the growth of HRD in organizations and the profession in general. Third, HRD needs to identify its core competencies and competitive advantage. This will allow the profession to define and differentiate itself and create its own unique identity. Fourth, they maintain that there exists a need to rigorously define the communities served by HRD and examine the role of HRD in the broader community. Finally, they suggest that HRD needs to move towards professionalization and embrace standards of practices and a certification policy. They insist that a failure to move in this direction will result in a loss of identity with the profession and future failure to attract intelligent skilled personnel to the field.
The development of the profession is an important issue for the future of HRD. Warzynski and Noble (1976) address the process of professionalization in terms of five sequential stages: the identification and performance of a service in response to a pressing social need; the establishment of a university-based courses for the acquisition of specialized knowledge and training necessary to perform this service; the formation of a professional association; the licensing and certification of members under the law and the adoption of a code of ethics to regulate the conduct of members. The field of HRD has certainly advanced a long way since the publication of this article and rereading the five criteria, it seems that it still has some way to go. In this regard, Chalofsky (2004) argues that the academy of human resource development needs to address in the near future questions of quality control and accreditation.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
The purpose of the study is to seek out the views of past and present members of both the editorial boards of the four major HRD journals and the board of directors of the AHRD on disciplinary bases, historical milestones, constituent components, contributions to and the future of HRD. In order to fulfill this purpose, the following research questions were addressed: 
Methodology
This study adopts a Delphi methodology. This methodology has played an important role in shaping group consensus about the relative importance of issues in the management disciplines (Czinkota & Ronkainen 1997; Couger 1988; Delbecq et al. 1975 ). Cary and Salmon (1976) argue that the Delphi approach is a tool for discovering agreement and identifying differences rather than forcing consensus. It provides a relatively rapid and efficient way to obtain agreement from a wide variety of key informants (Edwards 2002) . In this regard, Westbrook (1997) argues that the strength of the technique is its validation of experience and expertise in understanding the macro-level aspects of an amorphous problem.
Population and Sample
All past and present members of both the editorial boards of the four main HRD journals (i.e., HRDQ, HRDR, HRDI, ADHR) and the board of directors of the AHRD were invited to participate in the study. Since membership of these bodies is determined by nominations and/or elections, it was assumed that all members are HRD subject-matter experts. The names and email addresses of the members were obtained from academic publications and web resources.
Out of a total of 99 identified members, the e-mail addresses of 4 member could not be obtained and a further 5 e-mail addresses proved to be unreachable (i.e. e-mails sent were returned to senders). Thus, the sample size for the study was 90. A total of 15 members participated in the study. This constituted a response rate of 17%.
The sample does not encompass all HRD subject-matter experts around the world and is heavily represented by respondents from the USA and Western Europe. The paucity of available directories of national level HRD subject-matter experts constituted a limitation in the sample selection.
Data Collection and Analysis
Following the established Delphi methodology and the process approved by the Institutional Review Board, respondents were contacted on three separate occasions via e-mail.
On the first occasion, a cover letter together with the Delphi instrument that listed the five openended research questions was sent to all members. A two-week time frame was assigned to each round of the study. A reminder letter was sent after the first week of each round. Data was analyzed after each round using content analysis with words and sentences as the unit of analysis.
The results of the first round of the Delphi study are examined in the following sections.
Results and Findings

Research Question 1: What do you consider to be the disciplinary bases of Human Resource
Development?
Of the 14 respondents who completed the first round of the Delphi study, 12 respondents (86% of respondents) identified psychology as constituting one of the disciplinary bases of human resource development. Economics was identified by 71% of respondents as a disciplinary base of HRD. Other prominent areas to feature as disciplinary bases of HRD include adult education, system theory, education, sociology, business and management and organization studies. Table 2 shows the disciplinary bases identified by respondents as contributing to the development of HRD. It provides support for Swanson's (1995 Swanson's ( , 1999 The pioneering influence of Len Nadler in popularizing the term "HRD" and establishing academic HRD programs at George Washington University was also acknowledged in responses to the study. Three studies were singled out by respondents as being particularly significant: The This suggests that HRD must be considered within its proper geographical and cultural context.
In this regard, it is arguable that there exists no single history of HRD, but rather that HRD was brought into being through a collage of local initiatives and environmental contingencies.
Research Question 3: What do you consider to be the constituent components of Human
Resource Development?
Deconstructing HRD was the focus of the third research question. The responses indicate that respondents viewed career development, organizational development and training and development as the principal components of HRD. This indicates the dual purpose of HRD in serving both the individual and the organization. Learning at the individual, team, workplace and organizational level was highlighted by respondents as significant to the composition of HRD. it is about and needs to clearly establish boundaries for its survival and growth.
Research Question 4: What do you consider to be the leading contributions in terms of books and journal articles to the development of Human Resource Development?
The identification of leading contributions to the field of HRD performs an important role in defining the scope and purpose of the field, tracing the development of the field and highlighting the future direction of the field. Unsurprisingly for a maturing field of study, 10 of the 11 leading contributions to the field of HRD as identified by respondents are books, while the eleventh relates to a special issue of the Advances in Human Resource Development journal. With this question, respondents were asked to conduct an environmental assessment of the factors influencing HRD. Globalisation was identified by 64% of respondents as an important factor influencing the field. Both the changing nature of work and technology were strongly identified as factors that will actively shape the future of HRD. Other relevant trends identified include changes in the workplace, the need to adopt rigorous research methods and the importance of ethics and reaching out to HRD practitioners.
In summary, the responses received indicate the need for HRD to remain relevant in a fast-changing society. It identifies a wide range of trends impacting on the practice of HRD and highlights certain areas that need to be embraced for future growth of the field. In particular, HRD needs to urgently address its links to HRM and examine how technology can improve the design and delivery of HRD solutions. 
Conclusions
When it comes to conceptualizing and defining HRD, the only agreement is disagreement. The purpose of this paper is not to arrive at a definitive account of what HRD is or is not, but as Watkins and Marsick (1992: 16) put it "to capture a vision for the field." The results of the study highlight the broad multi-disciplinary base of the field, its diverse crosscultural history and the broad range of components that constitute the field.
As management consultant Peter F. Drucker (1993: 16) once famously said "The best way to predict the future is to create it." To look at the future, it is however instructive to look at the past and consequently, Warzynski and Noble's (1976: 12) cautionary advice remains relevant: "HRD's place in the world will be determined, not by whether it is called a profession or not, but rather by its responsiveness to human and organizational needs."
